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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to the amendment filed on May 2, 2005. Claims 3, 5, 
10, 14, 15, 18, 20, 25, 29, 30, 33, 35, 40, and 44-47 were amended. Claims 4, 7, 8, 19, 
22, 23, 34, 37, and 38 were cancelled. Claims 3, 5, 6, 9-15,18, 20, 21, 24-30, 33, 35, 
36, and 39-47 are pending. 

Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by . 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 3, 6, 9, 11-13, 18, 20, 21, 24, 26-28, 33, 35, 36, 39, 41-43, 46, and 47 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Nehab et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6,029,182. 

Nehab teaches the invention as claimed including a system for generating a 
custom formatted hypertext document by using a personal profile to retrieve hierarchical 
documents (see abstract). 
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Regarding claims 3, 18, and 33, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and 
computer program product in a computer readable medium for providing content to a 
client, comprising: 

retrieving the content, wherein retrieving the content includes performing a 
search of content providers (col. 1, lines 13-17, Nehab discloses retrieving articles from 
different services); 

performing an evaluation of the content for accessibility by a user, wherein 
performing an evaluation of the content for accessibility criteria that is determined by 
analyzing how the content will be presented by the client (col. 1 , lines 20-23, Nehab 
discloses articles selected based on a personalized data retrieval structure); 

determining whether the determined accessibility level of the content meets an 
accessibility requirement for the user (col. 1, lines 18-34, Nehab discloses the retrieval 
system traversing through web sites and selecting articles based on content analysis); 

providing the content to the client if the determined accessibility level of the 
content meets the accessibility requirement (col. 1, lines 13-34, Nehab discloses 
content found on the web and given to the user based on a personalized data retrieval 
structure); and 

providing an indication to the client that the content does not meet accessibility 
requirements if the determined accessibility level of the content does not meet the 
accessibility requirement for the user (col. 3, lines 30-49, Nehab discloses only 
receiving data available which may not be all of the data requested). 
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Regarding claims 6, 21, and 36, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and 
computer program product in a computer readable medium of claims 3, 18, and 33, 
wherein performing an evaluation of the content for accessibility by a user includes 
using an evaluation tool to perform the evaluation (col. 1 , lines 20-34). 

Regarding claims 9, 24, and 39, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and 
computer program product in a computer readable medium of claims 3, 18, and 33, 
wherein the accessibility requirement for the user is obtained from a user profile (col. 1 , 
lines 20-34). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Nehab teaches the method of claim 3, wherein the method 
is implemented on the client (col. 3, lines 52-65, Nehab discloses data downloaded to 
an extracted data tree). 

Regarding claims 12, 27, and 42, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and 
computer program product in a computer readable medium of claims 3, 18, and 33, 
wherein the content is at least one web page (col. 1 , lines 13-34). 

Regarding claims 13, 28, and 43, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and 
computer program product in a computer readable medium of claims 3, 18, and 33, 
further comprising modifying the content such that the content meets the accessibility 
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requirement for the user (col. 4, lines 13-25, Nehab discloses data being formatted into 
a personalized document). 

Regarding claim 26, Nehab teaches the apparatus of claim 18, wherein the 
apparatus is associated with the client (col. 3, lines 52-65). 

Regarding claim 41 , Nehab teaches the computer program product of claim 33, 
wherein the computer program product is executed on the client (col. 3, lines 52-65). 

Regarding claim 46, Nehab teaches a proxy server on a network that facilitates 
communication between a search engine and a user, comprising: 

means for receiving a search request from the user (col. 1 , lines 13-34); 
means for forwarding the search request to the search engine (col. 1, lines 13- 

34); 

means for receiving search results of the search request from the search engine 
(col. 1, lines 13-34); 

means for performing an evaluation of content pertaining to the search results for 
accessibility by the user by analyzing how the content is specified to be presented to the 
user (col. 1, lines 20-23); 

means for providing the content to the user if a result of the evaluation meets an 
accessibility requirement for the user (col. 1, lines 13-34); and 



Application/Control Number: 09/773, 1 89 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2157 

means for modifying the content if the result of the evaluation does not meet the 
accessibility requirement for the user such that the content meets the accessibility 
requirement for the user (col. 4, lines 13-25). 

Regarding claim 47, Nehab teaches the proxy server of claim 46, wherein the 
means for modifying the content comprises means for changing values for presentation 
tags in the content based on one of a rule set and an algorithm such that the content, 
when presented to the user, meets the accessibility requirement for the user, wherein 
the presentation tags describe how particular portions of the content are to be 
presented (col. 2, lines 58-64). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 5, 20, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nehab further in view of Rowan et al., "Evaluating Web Resources for Disability 
Access." 

Nehab teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a system for 
generating a custom formatted hypertext document by using a personal profile to 
retrieve hierarchical documents (see abstract). 
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Nehab teaches the method, apparatus, and computer program product of claims 
3, 18, and 33, respectively. 

Nehab fails to teach the limitation further including the use of accessibility criteria 
are established based on standardized handicap accessibility guidelines. 

However, Rowan teaches the need for a standard accessibility evaluation 
method (see abstract). Rowan teaches the use of the W3C Web Content Accessibility 
Guidelines (page 80, last paragraph). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Nehab in view of Rowan to use Bobby. One would be motivated to 
do so because it is would allow for World Wide Web resources to be accessible to 
people with disabilities (page 80, 1 st column, after Introduction). 

5. Claims 10, 14, 15, 25, 29, 30, 40, 44, and 45, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Nehab further in view of Kennel et al., "WAB: World 
Wide Web access for blind and visually impaired computer users". 

Nehab teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a system for 
generating a custom formatted hypertext document by using a personal profile to 
retrieve hierarchical documents (see abstract). 

As to claims 10, 25, and 40, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and computer 
program product in a computer readable medium for providing content to a client, 
comprising: retrieving the content (col. 1, lines 13-17); performing an evaluation of the 
content for accessibility by a user by determining how the content will be presented to 
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the user (col. 1 , lines 20-23); and providing the content to the client if a result of the 
evaluation meets an accessibility requirement for the user (col. 1, lines 13-34). 

Nehab fails to teach the limitation further including the use of a proxy server. 

However, Kennel teaches a working system which makes web-surfing easier for 
blind persons (see abstract). Kennel teaches the use of a proxy server which can 
present content in its original form (page 13, section 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Nehab in view of Kennel to use a proxy server. One would be 
motivated to do so because a proxy server is a known and efficient way to pass along 
content. 

As to claims 14, 29, and 44, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and computer 
program product in a computer readable medium for providing content to a client, 
comprising: 

retrieving the content (col. 1, lines 13-17); 

performing an evaluation of the content for accessibility by a user (col. 1 , lines 
20-23); and 

providing the content to the client if a result of the evaluation meets an 
accessibility requirement for the user (col. 1, lines 13-17), 

modifying the content such that the content meets the accessibility requirement 
for the user, wherein modifying the content includes changing values for tags in the 
content based on one of a rule set and an algorithm such that the content meets the 
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accessibility requirement for the user (col. 4, lines 13-25, col. 2, lines 58-64, Nehab 
discloses flattening the extracted data tree and formatting the linear document). 

Nehab fails to teach the limitation further including the determining how the 
content will be presented to the user and modifying the content and presentation tags if 
the result of the evaluation does not meet the accessibility requirement for the user. 

However, Kennel teaches the use of structure and meta information being 
presented in a way so that blind users can recognize them easily; structure and meta 
information of original text being transformed; and links and references presented in 
modified form (page 1 1 , paragraphs 2 and 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Nehab in view of Kennel to determine how the content will be 
presented to the user and modifying the content and presentation tags if the result of 
the evaluation does not meet the accessibility requirement for the user. One would be 
motivated to do so because it would make it easier for a blind or visually impaired 
person to web-surf. 

As to claims 15, 30, and 45, Nehab teaches a method, apparatus, and computer 
program product in a computer readable medium for providing content to a client, 
comprising: 

retrieving the content (col. 1, lines 13-17); 

performing an evaluation of the content for accessibility by a user (col. 1 , lines 
20-23); and 
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providing the content to the client if a result of the evaluation meets an 
accessibility requirement for the user (col. 1, lines 13-34), 

modifying the content such that the content meets the accessibility requirement 
for the user, wherein performing the evaluation of the content for accessibility by the 
user includes logging elements of the content that do not meet accessibility criteria, and 
wherein modifying the content includes modifying logged elements and then re- 
evaluating the content to confirm the accessibility requirement for the user has been 
met by such content modification (col. 4, lines 13-25, col. 2, lines 58-64, col. 4, lines 35- 
39, Nehab discloses a formatted document processed again). 

Nehab fails to teach the limitation further including the determining how the 
content will be presented to the user and modifying the content if the result of the 
evaluation does not meet the accessibility requirement for the user. 

However, Kennel teaches the use of structure and meta information being 
presented in a way so that blind users can recognize them easily; structure and meta 
information of original text being transformed; and links and references presented in 
modified form (page 1 1 , paragraphs 2 and 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Nehab in view of Kennel to determine how the content will be 
presented to the user and modifying the content if the result of the evaluation does not 
meet the accessibility requirement for the user. One would be motivated to do so 
because it would make it easier for a blind or visually impaired person to web-surf. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed May 2, 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding the argument to claim 3, the applicant argues that the reference, 
Nehab, does not properly disclose accessibility level determination. The examiner 
disagrees, as seen in, col. 1, lines 8-34, there is personalized data that meets content 
criteria. That criterion is met by a rule-based content analysis, which has the same 
inventive quality as the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Pat. No. 6,324,51 1 to Kiraly et al. 

U.S. Pat. No. 6,476,833 to Moshfeghi. 

U.S. Pat. No. 6,725,424 to Schwerdtfeger et al. 

U.S. Pat. No. 6,665,642 to Kanevsky et al. 

U.S. Pat. No. 6,029,182 to Nehab et al. 

U.S. Pat. No. 5,983,247 to Yamanaka et al. 

U.S. Pat. No. 6,457,030 to Adams et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Avi Gold whose telephone number is 571-272-4002. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-5:30 (1st Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on 571-272-4001. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Avi Gold 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 21 57 

AMG 




